INTRODUCTION
============

Intimate partner violence (IPV) refers to a wide range of behaviors that can inflict physical, psychological, and sexual harm on a person who is or was in an intimate relationship with the offender \[[@b1-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. IPV can be exercised by inflicting or threatening to inflict physical injuries, forced gender, or psychological abuse. IPV often occurs concurrently with economically abusive behaviors, which can reduce the victim's ability to achieve economic independence, or controlling behaviors, which include monitoring a partner's movements and isolating him or her from family and friends.

Data published by the World Health Organization (WHO) show that while IPV is a global health issue, the estimated prevalence of IPV varies greatly among regions, ranging from 21% in North America to 43% in South Asia, as well as among countries within those regions \[[@b2-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. In Korea, triennial national surveys administered since 1997 by the Ministry of Family and Gender Equality have provided a wealth of information about IPV in Korean society. The first National Survey on Domestic Violence found that more than one-quarter of women respondents (27.9%) had experienced physical abuse, exceeding the prevalence rates reported in several developing countries such as Egypt (13% in 1995/1996) and India (10% in 1998/2000) \[[@b3-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. Subsequent national surveys recorded a stable decline in the reported rate of women's experience of physical IPV, which dropped to 9.4% in 2007 and 3.3% in 2016. Men's experience of IPV similarly followed a declining trend (15.8% in 1997, 6.4% in 2007, and 1.6% in 2016).

Researchers investigating the high rates of domestic violence in a country otherwise characterized by low crime rates have emphasized Korean social structure and the role of women in Korean society as major factors that explain this inconsistency. Indeed, the implications of strong adherence to Confucian values, which embrace patriarchal ideas about the submissive role of Korean women to their fathers before marriage and to husbands after marriage, have been the focus of discussions on the high prevalence of IPV victimization among Korean women \[[@b4-jpmph-53-2-135],[@b5-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. The emphasis on patriarchy and masculinity in Korean culture has served as a critical starting point for a society-wide reflection on the need to address cultural and social attitudes toward IPV against women. Nonetheless, Korean men are also at a high risk of becoming victims of domestic abuse, and society should not ignore their pain and suffering. In fact, the latest findings from the 2016 National Survey show that while the prevalence of woman IPV victimization involving physical, sexual, psychological, and/or economic abuse was 12.1%; a staggering 8.6% of Korean men reported having experienced at least 1 of those types of violence as well. Moreover, the proportion of IPV victimization when including controlling behaviors was 33.4% and 33.1% for women and men, respectively.

Until recently, the debate on IPV has been dominated by the tendency to see IPV as a type of violence affecting women. Nevertheless, a growing body of research over the last 4 decades has drawn more attention to the phenomenon of women perpetration of violence towards their partners, the relative gender symmetry in IPV, the impact on the physical health and psychological health of men victims of IPV, and the difficulties faced by men victims when dealing with the criminal justice system or trying to access services offered to victims of IPV \[[@b6-jpmph-53-2-135],[@b7-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. The growing evidence of man IPV victimization highlights the importance of investigating the risk and protective factors associated with partner violence perpetrated towards men. Researchers have identified several factors associated with men IPV victimization. Older age has been generally found to be a protective factor against IPV for both men and women \[[@b8-jpmph-53-2-135],[@b9-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. For instance, South African young adults were 3 times more likely to report IPV victimization than those aged 65 years or older. Similarly, Lee et al. \[[@b10-jpmph-53-2-135]\] found that Korean men were less likely to inflict or become the target of verbal and physical abuse as they aged. The relationship between education and IPV victimization is also clear, as research indicates that individuals with no or low educational attainment tend to be at higher risk \[[@b11-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. In a study of a large sample of Korean men, individuals who had graduated from middle or high school or attained a college degree were significantly less likely to report IPV victimization than those with only an elementary school education or less \[[@b10-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. In terms of employment status, individuals who are unemployed or low-income earners are typically more likely to experience IPV victimization \[[@b12-jpmph-53-2-135]-[@b14-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. However, employment status may not necessarily have the same impact on men and women. Lee et al. \[[@b10-jpmph-53-2-135]\] found that while jobless men were at a slightly lower risk of IPV victimization than those who were employed full-time or part-time, the same association was not present for women. In another study involving 1148 Hispanic men and 1399 Hispanic women, Cunradi \[[@b9-jpmph-53-2-135]\] found that men employed full-time were at significantly higher risk of IPV victimization than a control group including students, disabled individuals, retired people, and homemakers. In addition, several studies have taken into consideration the developmental experiences of victims, including being a victim of child abuse and witnessing IPV between parents during childhood. These studies have pointed to a significant relationship between such experiences and higher risks of becoming victims of IPV for both men and women \[[@b12-jpmph-53-2-135],[@b15-jpmph-53-2-135],[@b16-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. Finally, previous studies have reported that IPV occurred at a higher frequency in partnerships where violence was not unidirectional \[[@b17-jpmph-53-2-135],[@b18-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. For instance, a recent study surveyed a group of married men and women living in Tehran, Iran, and found that physical violence against the female spouse was a strong (and the only significant) predictor of physical victimization of men in IPV \[[@b19-jpmph-53-2-135]\].

Domestic abuse against male partners is a serious, yet understudied issue. Partner violence was initially conceptualized as a gendered issue, and the role of men as victims of IPV has often been sidelined \[[@b20-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. Although some studies have explored this issue, research on IPV has often relied on small samples and primarily focused on certain types of IPV (physical/sexual violence and/or psychological violence). Furthermore, research on men IPV victimization has been primarily conducted in Western nations, which tend to show higher levels of gender equality and women's empowerment than Korea. This article used the 2010 National Survey of Domestic Violence to examine the risk factors associated with IPV victimization of Korean men. This analysis included the 5 types of IPV measured by the survey: neglect, controlling behaviors, economic violence, emotional violence, and physical violence.

METHODS
=======

This study analyzed data from the 2010 National Survey of Domestic Violence. The Welfare Support Division within the Ministry of Gender Equality and Family oversaw the survey, for which 3800 representative households distributed across 200 districts were visited from August 2010 through October 2010 \[[@b3-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. The final sample included a total of 5000 respondents aged 18 or older. Of the respondents, 3332 (66.6%) were women respondents and 1668 (33.4%) were men respondents \[[@b21-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. For the purpose of this secondary data analysis, we selected a subgroup that included all 1668 of the men respondents.

Dependent Variables
-------------------

Binary variables measuring the 5 subcategories of IPV victimization were used as the outcome variables. The 5 types of IPV victimization included neglect, controlling behaviors, emotional violence, economic violence, and physical violence. A subset of questions from the Straus Revised Conflict Tactics Scale and the WHO was used to assess respondents' experience of different forms of IPV.

Independent Variables
---------------------

### Socio-demographic factors

All subjects had reached the age of majority at the time of the survey and their age was measured as a continuous variable. Employment status was dichotomized as 0 (unemployed) and 1 (employed). Monthly family income and education were measured as ordinal variables. In the survey, monthly family income (US\$) was coded as 1 (no income), 2 (less than 1000), 3 (1000-2000), 4 (2000-3000), 5 (3000-4000), 6 (4000-5000), and 7 (more than 5000), while education was coded as 1 (elementary school or no formal education), 2 (middle school), 3 (high school), and 4 (college or higher). Both variables were treated as continuous variables for the purpose of this analysis. Finally, a dichotomous variable labeled 'urbanity' was coded as 0 if the subject reported living in a metropolitan city or 1 if the subject lived in a non-urban area.

### History of domestic violence

The severity of child abuse victimization was constructed as the sum of 6 items. Respondents were asked if they had experienced any of the following forms of abuse during childhood: (1) being verbally abused; (2) having the hands or calf hit with a cane; (3) getting punched, slapped, or kicked; (4) getting hit with an object; (5) being deprived of food or medical treatment; and (6) being left alone in situations requiring parental supervision. The Cronbach alpha coefficient for the 6 items was 0.701. In addition, a variable measuring the extent to which respondents had witnessed inter-partner violence between their parents during childhood was defined by adding 3 items that asked respondents whether their parents had ever engaged in behavior such as hitting each other, throwing objects at each other, or verbally abusing each other. The Cronbach alpha coefficient for these 3 items was 0.675.

### Acceptance of violence

Approval of the use of violence was measured by adding 5 items scored on a 4-point Likert scale. Each item measured the degree to which respondents accepted the use of violence as a viable way to settle personal and social conflicts. The Cronbach alpha coefficient for these 5 items was 0.826.

### Mutual violence

Approval of the use of violence was measured by adding 5 items scored on a 4-point Likert scale. Each item measured the degree to which respondents accepted the use of violence as a viable way to settle personal and social conflicts. The Cronbach alpha coefficient for these 5 items was 0.826.

Statistical Analysis
--------------------

The associations of each category of IPV with the independent variables were assessed through univariate and multivariate logistic regression models. Univariate logistic regression models were first used to evaluate the relationships between each factor and the independent variables. The factors that were found to be significant at the 0.05 level of significance in the univariate analysis were included as independent variables in the multivariate model. This procedure was used to separately analyze the 5 categories of IPV. All analyses were conducted using SPSS version 22 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA).

Ethics Statement
----------------

The ethical approval or individual consent was not applicable. Data obtained from the Ministry of Gender Equality and Family were used in this study.

RESULTS
=======

[Table 1](#t1-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table"} shows the mean, range, and standard deviation of all the variables of interest in the current study. Of particular note, emotional violence (17.3%) and controlling behaviors (24.7%) were the 2 most common forms of IPV experienced by Korean men, but a higher percentage of Korean men also reported inflicting those 2 types of abuse on their women partners (21.2% and 27.0%, respectively).

Intimate Partner Violence
-------------------------

### Model 1: neglect

[Table 2](#t2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table"} (model 1) presents the results of the multivariate logistic regression analysis for factors associated with experiencing neglect. All variables except education and urbanity were included in the multivariate regression model. However, only witnessing IPV between one's own parents during childhood (odds ratio \[OR\], 1.40; *p*\<0.05) and neglecting one's own partner (OR, 29.24; *p*\<0.01) were statistically significant in the final model, and both were associated with an increased likelihood of men victimization through neglect. Based on the HosmerLemeshow goodness-of-fit test, the data fit the model adequately (*p*=0.05).

### Model 2: controlling behaviors

The use of controlling behaviors in the intimate relationship was the second category of IPV that was assessed (model 2 in [Table 2](#t2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table"}). Five factors remained significant in the multivariate logistic regression model. Of the socio-demographic factors that were analyzed, being older (OR, 1.01; *p*\<0.05), being employed (OR, 1.72; *p*\<0.05) and having a higher level of education (OR, 1.20; *p*\<0.05) were associated with higher levels of victimization. As with victimization through neglect, those who witnessed violence between their parents during childhood (OR, 1.26; *p*\<0.05) and used controlling behaviors against their woman partner (OR, 36.61; *p*\<0.01) were more likely to be victimized. Based on the outcome of the Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test, the multiple logistic regression model fit the data well (*p*=0.142).

### Model 3: emotional violence

Three factors---being employed (OR, 2.30; *p*\<0.05), having experienced child abuse during childhood (OR, 1.18; *p*\<0.05), and engaging in emotional violence against the female partner (OR, 58.07; *p*\<0.01)---were found to be statistically significant in the multivariate logistic regression model assessing factors associated with victimization through emotional violence (model 3 in [Table 2](#t2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table"}). In addition, older age was also found to be positively associated with victimization through emotional violence, but the variable was only significant at the 0.1 level. The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test indicated that the model fit the data well (*p*=0.109).

### Model 4: economic violence

Among the independent variables included in the multivariate logistic regression model of factors associated with economic violence, perpetrating economic violence against the woman partner (OR, 18.78; *p*\<0.01) was statistically associated with male victimization through economic violence (model 4 in [Table 2](#t2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table"}). Two other factors---higher family income (OR, 1.29; *p*\<0.1) and positive attitudes towards violence (OR, 1.15; *p*\<0.1)---were associated with a higher likelihood of victimization against men, but the variables were only significant at the 0.1 level. The data fit the model well (*p*=0.796).

### Model 5: physical violence

The last model examined the relationship between the independent variables and victimization through physical violence (model 5 in [Table 2](#t2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table"}). Inflicting physical violence on one's intimate partner (OR, 38.09; *p*\<0.01), having a higher family income (OR, 1.50; *p*\<0.05), and living in an urban areas (OR, 0.32; *p*\<0.05) were associated with higher levels of victimization through physical violence. Furthermore, Korean men who perpetrated physical abuse against their partner were more likely to be victimized. Positive attitudes towards the use of violence was found to be the only significant risk factor in this model (OR, 1.59; *p*\<0.1), but only at the 0.1 level. According to the Hosmer-Lemeshow test, the data fit the model well (*p*=0.886).

DISCUSSION
==========

This study examined the risk factors associated with IPV victimization among Korean men for 5 forms of IPV by analyzing data from the 2010 Korean National Study on Domestic Violence. According to a preliminary analysis of the dataset, we found that the prevalence of men IPV victimization ranged from 1.7% to 23.3%, depending on the type of abuse. Furthermore, a comparison of the prevalence of IPV between men and women respondents showed strikingly similar rates of exposure to partner violence over the last 12 months for some forms of partner violence, such as being neglected by the partner (men, 11.7%; women, 12.1%), controlling behaviors (men, 24.7%; women, 25.6%), and emotional violence (men, 17.3%; women, 19.5%). However, for economic violence (men, 1.3%; women, 2.4%) and physical violence (men, 1.8%; women, 3.3%), the overall prevalence was lower, but these forms of abuse were disproportionately experienced by women. These data corroborate some of the early claims on gender symmetry in patterns of marital violence presented in the works of Straus \[[@b22-jpmph-53-2-135]\] and Steinmetz \[[@b23-jpmph-53-2-135]\], and provide further support for the research on bidirectional IPV conducted in Western countries \[[@b8-jpmph-53-2-135],[@b24-jpmph-53-2-135]-[@b29-jpmph-53-2-135]\].

Moving to the results of the regression analyses, our findings partially reflected those of previous research on male IPV victimization, with some distinctions across the broad spectrum of IPV types included in the study. The traumatizing experience of having been abused by violent parents or witnessing violent interactions between one's parents during childhood was significantly associated with experiencing neglect (OR, 1.40; *p*\<0.05), controlling behaviors (OR, 1.26; *p*\<0.05), emotional violence (OR, 1.18; *p*\<0.05), and physical violence (OR, 1.59; *p*\< 0.1). The positive association between a history of violence within the family during childhood and partner violence in adulthood is consistent with findings from previous research \[[@b30-jpmph-53-2-135],[@b31-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. This result suggests that preventive strategies targeting at-risk individuals with a history of violence could contribute to disrupting the cycle of violence across generations. For instance, an empirical analysis of school-based and community-based violence prevention programs for at-risk youths showed encouraging results \[[@b32-jpmph-53-2-135]\].

Nonetheless, some of the other results appear to be at odds with the majority of studies in the broader literature. First, while younger age has traditionally been found to be associated with a higher risk of IPV victimization \[[@b33-jpmph-53-2-135],[@b34-jpmph-53-2-135]\], a recent study identified becoming older as a risk factor for higher IPV victimization among a large sample of Asian-Pacific women \[[@b15-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. On a similar note, unexpected positive associations were found between being employed and higher family income and a higher likelihood of woman-to-man partner violence. The former factor (being employed) was associated with a higher risk of IPV victimization in the form of controlling behaviors (OR, 1.72; *p*\<0.05) and emotional violence (OR, 2.30; *p*\<0.05). The latter factor (higher family income) was also positively associated with some of the IPV measures, including controlling behaviors (OR, 1.20; *p*\<0.05), economic violence (OR, 1.29; *p*\<0.1), and physical violence (OR, 1.50; *p*\<0.05). Such findings are in contrast with most of the previous literature on IPV victimization. In particular, Ahmadabadi et al. \[[@b35-jpmph-53-2-135]\] argued that once family income is disaggregated into the husband's income, the wife's income, and gender imbalance in income, men in the lower income group were more likely to report IPV victimization (except physical violence).

Of all the significant predictors in each logistic regression model, inflicting the same form of abuse on the partner was the strongest predictor of men IPV victimization. This association was stronger for emotional violence (OR, 58.07; *p*\<0.01) and physical violence (OR, 38.09; *p*\<0.01) than it was for the other forms of IPV. Our results are consistent with previous studies on women IPV victimization showing that patterns of bidirectional IPV tend to be characterized by a higher frequency of reported victimization than is found among women who are only victims or perpetrators of domestic abuse \[[@b36-jpmph-53-2-135]\].

Indeed, the large effect size of mutual violence suggests that clinicians should ascertain the presence and nature of a pattern of bidirectional violence, and use approaches that are more effective at breaking the cycle of violence between partners. Such interventions can achieve the desired outcomes if they can effectively instill beliefs in non-violent conflict resolution and effective communication skills, while helping the couple learn control strategies that can contribute to a better management of power dynamics and imbalances between partners \[[@b37-jpmph-53-2-135],[@b38-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. A recent evaluation of an intervention program aimed at violence within couples demonstrated success of a dyadic intervention model based on a psycho-educational, cognitive-behavioral approach delivered separately to men and women \[[@b39-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. The authors found that both male and female participants reported engaging in fewer acts of physical violence and experiencing less physical abuse. A 1-year follow-up also revealed that men were less likely to have participated in general violence \[[@b39-jpmph-53-2-135]\]. As high-quality research continues to explore IPV also in the context of Korea, it is important that researchers and practitioners consider the promising results of studies on dyadic intervention approaches to design programs that can target mutually violent couples, especially those in which the partners do not wish to separate.

Finally, this study has some limitations that should be addressed. First, the cross-sectional nature of this research allowed us to identify significant relationships between risk factors and IPV victimization, but not to infer causal relationships. Second, the prevalence of man IPV victimization (as well as IPV perpetration) only measured whether such events occurred in the previous 12 months. Hence, this study may not account for all IPV victimization experienced by the individuals included in the sample. Third, although we included a measure of mutual violence, we could not assess the frequency of such violence, its directionality (i.e., who started the violent behavior), and whether the partner's violence was escalation, revenge, self-defense, or had other motivations. Therefore, future research should try to contextualize the circumstances of partners' interactions in the context of mutual IPV.
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###### 

Characteristics of the participants (n=1668)

  Variables                            n (%) or mean±SD (Min-Max)
  ------------------------------------ ----------------------------
  Experienced IPV victimization        
   Neglect                             196 (11.8)
   Controlling behaviors               412 (24.7)
   Emotional violence                  289 (17.3)
   Economic violence                   22 (1.3)
   Physical violence                   196 (12.0)
  Perpetration of IPV                  
   Neglect                             246 (14.7)
   Controlling behaviors               450 (27.0)
   Emotional violence                  353 (21.2)
   Economic violence                   46 (2.8)
   Physical violence                   68 (4.1)
  Employment status                    
   Employed                            1308 (78.4)
  Urbanity                             
   Urban                               902 (54.1)
  Age (y)                              45.15±15.34 (19-89)
  Family income                        4.66±1.53 (1-7)
  Education                            3.27±0.89 (1-4)
  Child abuse                          1.56±1.46 (0-6)
  Witnessed violence between parents   0.71±0.93 (0-3)
  Acceptance of violence               9.04±2.80 (5-19)

SD, standard deviation; Min, minimum; Max, maximum; IPV, intimate partner violence.

###### 

Multivariate logistic regression analyses of factors associated with intimate partner violence

  Variables                            Model 1                                                                   Model 2                                                                   Model 3                                                                   Model 4                                                                  Model 5
  ------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------ -------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Age                                  1.01 (0.99, 1.02)                                                         1.01 (1.00, 1.02)^[\*](#tfn2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^        1.02 (1.00, 1.03)^[†](#tfn1-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^         \-                                                                       \-
  Employment                           1.44 (0.79, 2.61)                                                         1.72 (1.07, 2.73)^[\*](#tfn2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^        2.30 (1.29, 4.08)^[\*](#tfn2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^        \-                                                                       \-
  Family income                        1.12 (0.97, 1.28)                                                         1.20 (1.06, 1.35)^[\*](#tfn2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^        \-                                                                        1.29 (0.95, 1.73)^[†](#tfn1-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^        1.50 (1.11, 2.00)^[\*](#tfn2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^
  Education level                      \-                                                                        \-                                                                        1.03 (0.78, 1.35)                                                         \-                                                                       \-
  Urbanity                             \-                                                                        \-                                                                        \-                                                                        \-                                                                       0.32 (0.13, 0.77)^[\*](#tfn2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^
  Child abuse                          0.93 (0.78, 1.09)                                                         1.06 (0.92, 1.21)                                                         1.18^[\*](#tfn2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^ (1.01, 1.38)        1.25 (0.95, 1.64)                                                        0.84 (1.59, 1.20)
  Witnessed violence between parents   1.40 (1.09, 1.80)^[\*](#tfn2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^        1.26 (1.01, 1.55)^[\*](#tfn2-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^        1.11 (0.87, 1.40)                                                         \-                                                                       1.59 (0.97, 2.61)^[†](#tfn1-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^
  Acceptance of violence               1.04 (0.96, 1.11)                                                         0.95 (0.95, 1.06)                                                         0.99 (0.92, 1.06)                                                         1.15 (0.98, 1.35)^[†](#tfn1-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^        1.01 (0.96, 1.06)
  Mutual violence                      29.24 (19.64, 43.51)^[\*\*](#tfn3-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^   36.61 (26.60, 50.37)^[\*\*](#tfn3-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^   58.07 (39.06, 86.32)^[\*\*](#tfn3-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^   18.78 (7.04, 50.03)^[\*\*](#tfn3-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^   38.09 (16.06, 90.29)^[\*\*](#tfn3-jpmph-53-2-135){ref-type="table-fn"}^

Values are presented as odds ratio (95% confidence interval).

*p*\<0.1,

*p*\<0.05,

*p*\<0.01.
